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Comparison of Recessed Cigarettes with the 
Plush Karlboros 
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s ' The arrival of the final report from Benton & Bowles now permits 
a detailed comparison of these two cigarettes* The overall preference was £ '..• ^ 
in favor of Old Parliament/XR by a margin that was not at »V1 significant 
Statistically* 


■; .-.''.r-TJ 




y. ’• 


VT*;- • • 


Overall Ratings After Eliminating Ho Preference Votes 


is .. • . 

. RDT/XR 

OP/XR 

^ Total 

•”.i» i? . 

1 Number of Returns 

296 

289 

585 


Prefer Marlboro 

$x% 

h9% 

5 2% 

'. f - ■ y ■ ■ "|3 

Prefer Test Cigarette 

16% 

5 1% 

18* 

'' ■ v 1 

•.v-- ' ■■ 


• When both the cigarettes that used the old Parliament blend are 
combined and then compared with the aggregate of both the cigarettes that 
used the RUT blend, the preference for the old Parliament blend becomes . 
moderately significant due to the larger numbers of returns available* 

This particular analysis deals only with the two blends behind the XR ■‘f 
filter. Since we have, for adequate reasons, decided on the XR filter but 
left the blend question a little bit open, the purest method for dealing 
with the blend question is to confine the analysis to the tests in which 
the XR filter was used. In a subsequent report I will analyse the figures 
for the two REJT tests against the two old Parliament blend tests, and the 
larger numbers may permit more decisive statements about the blends. How- 
over, I would not care to make such statements without first being sure 
that the results of RUT/XR against OP/XR were consistent with the aggregate 
of the results of RDT/XR and AFJ against OP/XR and AFJ. 

There are several additional things that can be said about these 
two cigarettes* 

1A OP/XR does much better with Winston smokers than 
RDT/XR. This is statistically significant at a 
little better than a 90* confidence level* 
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Ratings Among Winston aoolK*f* and Among All 
Other Smokers (Eliminating No Preference Votes) 

.;'• -•/ /«.;• .. 

Among Winston 


Other 


ROT/XR ‘V&'r-r. qpAr 

• •• . • 'v, 

•*' •' : ** T1-. •: 
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No, of Returns 78 

Prefer Marlboro 6755 

Prefer Test Cigt. 33% 


« - 67 
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. 2A, OP/JR was thought to hare “had the better strength". 
This indication is significant at almost a 95% 
confidence level. The information is obtained from 
question 2 in Part 3 of the questionnaire which asked 
. .’. about six specific qualities. As between the two 
blends there were only minor differences in the other 
\.;.£Ivb qualities asked about, although it may be sig- 
. nifleant that the OP/ER beat the RDI/XR on three of 
■ those qualities and tied it on the other two. 





Which Cigarette Had the Better Strength? 
(Eliminating No Preference Votes) 



rotAr 

OP/XR 

Total 

No, of Returns 

236 

226 

162 

“,-r Prefer Marlboro 

6055 

51*5 

, 56* -i i 

' *?T Prefer Test Cigarette 

lo* 

19% 

UUsS 


This "had the better strength" question is very interesting because 
it seems to produce a sharper split than the overall preference question or- . 
any of the other specific preference questions. Without, for the moment, 
going into the question of what the respondents meant by "had the better 
strength", it is noted that Marlboro, which had a statistically insignificant 
victory over the aggregate of the two test cigarettes in the general prefer¬ 
ence question, had a victory over the two test cigarettes in the "had the 
better strength" question which was statistically significant at better than 
a 98/5 confidence level# In some of the other pairs, the split on the "had 
the better strength" question is less sharp, rather than more sharp, than 
the general preference split, but in no case is there a reversal between 
the two questions. Thus, there seems to be a good deal of reason to feel 
that a victory on the "had the better strength" question is an honest 
victory. 







3A, It appears that OP/XR was found by smokers to be a 
stronger cigarette than RDY/XR, We have to get at 
this conclusion in a rather devious manner, and it 
is not a statistically significant proposition. 

The relevant figures are as follows! 


'***' Source: nttps://www.industrydocuments.ucsf.edu7dbcs/ 
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OPAR ve. Marlboro 


. '• _•. ... ... 

ROY/XR A -llfarl. ^ 

opAr 

Marl, 

Vo, of Returns 

. 306 './• : ;3io r/ 

’ 296 

,:|;2 95 

; : Too Mild 

22* • 1 V • 

- r:V C-' ... 

20 % ^ l - • 

18* 


, v^v -• . 

*• '-a 


About Right 

••-'s’- • /;-» .i 


5W 


> Too Strong 


26% 

30 % 

Ratio Too Strong 
froo Mild 


1.3 

1.7 




la the RBT/XR. T8 i Marlboro test, the ms&er of people who said 
Marlboro was too strong was much larger in relation to the number of people 
1*0 said Marlboro was too mild than for the earns categories on RDY/lR. In 
the OP/XR vs. Marlboro teat, the ratios were closer together, I attach 
■ore weight to the relationship of two ratios in a given test than to the 
relationship of the ratios from one test to those In another test. I 
Interpret the figures to mean that there was more difference between the 
strength of Marlboro and RBX/XR than there was between the strength of 
Marlboro and OP/XR $ and since Marlboro is always, and significantly so, 
given a higher ratio of too strong to too mild, I conclude that the OP/XR, 
which made Marlboro seem m i l der to people who smoked it than Marlboro seemed 
to the people who paired it with RDY/XR, was, in fact, a stronger cigarette 
than RBT/XR. I repeat these numbers are not statistically significant, 

La. There is an indication, again not statistically 

; significant, that RUT/XR was found to be a "sweeter* 
cigarette than QP/lR, and that OP/XR was more 
similar in sweetness to Marlboro than was RDY/XR, 

The relevant ratios are given below i 




• :,%Vvv 


RDYAR vs, Marlboro 
KDY/XR Marl. 


OP/XR vs, Marlboro 
OPAR Marl. 
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Ratio Too Sweet 

Not Sweet Enough 


.18 


•li2 


,li2 


.ho 


Since in another teat, where Marlboro blend/XR had a decisively 
higher general preference than RDX/AFJ, the winner (Marlboro) was I ncli ned 
to have a lower ratio of too sweet to not sweet enough than the loser 
(RBX/AFJ), I conclude that a low ratio of too sweet to not sweet enough is 
a favorable result. 
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The following eomenta relate to the* comparison of these 
cigarettes to the blind flush Marlboro, rather than to each other, 
think there are one or two very interesting'pointst ■£■ 

• •••• .•■ ■. *' • .-■•■■■"* v--^- 

' V - • ' :■• V r;.-;-.*■*;••/.Ts*t.V r v^-yJ# ’ . ' ;/ -1 . .. 

Both the two test cigarette#'were rated easier on , ; " , 
the draw than the flush Marlboro by a margin which ' ^ 
was statistically significant at better than a 99.93 ‘ 

confidence level. Since the laboratory tell# us that 
there was very little, if say, real difference in the 
resistance to draw of these recessed cigarettes and 
the flush Marlboros, we have an indication that - _ 

smokers make e psychological association between re¬ 
cessed filters and the ease of draw. This same result 
Showed up in the test of the Marlboro/XR and the RBX/A7J 
and was mentioned in ray merao of March 9th, although at 
that time I was under the impression that the draw 
actually was easier on the recessed cigarettes than on 
the flush Marlboros. In any event, I think this point 
has possible uses in the area of advertising copy. 

Which Cigarette Was Easier on the Draw? 



(Slinlnatin^ Ho Preference Votes) 


• • . : 

m .1 


RDT/XR 

vs. 

Marlboro ] 

0P/2R 

vs. 

Marlboro 

Total 

* 

nS* ’ v, 

■. ^ 

Ho. of Returns 

200 

198 

398 

4 % /? y ■ 

Marlboro Easier to Draw 

• - : vV' .. . 

.113 

393 

liO* 


Test Cigarette Easier to Draw 

5S3 

6 K 

603 



2B. Smokers were inclined to a very significant degree to 
say that Marlboro had the better strength, see table 
under paragraph 2A, and we know Aram the table under 
paragraph 3A that they mean by this, whether they know 
it or not, that Marlboro is stronger than the test 
cigarettes. Here again, it is my understanding of the 
laboratory results that there should be no material dif¬ 
ference between the strength of flush Marlboro and the 
strength of these recessed cigarettes. Apparently than, 
the public is inclined when comparing a flush cigarette 
with a recessed cigarette to make a psychologically based 
association between the finish cigarette and strength. To 
put the natter the other way, the public is prepared to 
believe that a recessed cigarette is not only easy to 
draw on, but that it is very mild. Whether this associa¬ 
tion between a recessed cigarette and mildness is an 
asset or a liability is open to some question, but at 
any rate, it should be helpful for us to be auare of it. 
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